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Remarks 

Claims 1, 102-119, 125-161, 175-178, and 180-186 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments, see Pages 18-20, filed 8/1/2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1, 102-119, 125-161, 175-178, and 180-182 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) and 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made with Raanan in view of Piccioni (U.S. Patent 6,842,774), Tanaka (U.S. 
Patent 5,539,909), Willmann (U.S. Patent 5,521,923), RFC791 ("Internet Protocol, 
DARPA Internet Program Protocol Specification", 9/1981, obtained from 
http://rfc.net/rfc791.html), and OSTA (OSTA, "The Benefits of Writable Optical Storage", 
2/25/1999, pp. 1-4, obtained from 

http://web.archive.org/web/20000510215932/www.osta.org/html/benefits.rn 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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2. Claims 1, 102-105, 108, 109, 111, 125, 127, 132-135, 137-144, 148, 149, 151, 
158, 175-177, 180, 181, 183, and 186 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Raanan (U.S. Patent 6,311,278). 
Regarding Claim 1, 

Raanan discloses a data processing system, comprising: 
A first processing resource (gateway/filter) in the form of a web 
server coupleable to an open communications network (Column 5, lines 
10-29); and 

A second processing resource (server) in the form of a back end 
server coupleable to the first processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29); 

The first processing resource and the second processing resource 
being configured to establish a communications relationship between 
them through a non-network connected communications channel, 
whereby the second processing resource is restricted to implementing an 
instruction communicated from the first processing resource which only 
performs a predetermined allowable operation, thereby inhibiting 
compromise of the second processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 125, 

Claim 125 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 1 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 135, 
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Claim 135 is an apparatus claim that is broader than system claim 
1 and is rejection for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 140, 

Claim 140 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 1 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 175, 

Claim 175 is a carrier medium claim that corresponds to system 
claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 180, 

Claim 180 is a carrier medium claim that corresponds to system 
claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 102, 

Raanan discloses that the first processing resource is configured to 
transmit the instruction to the second processing resource for the 
instruction satisfying a predetermined criterion (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 141, 

Claim 141 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 102 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 176, 

Claim 176 is a carrier medium claim that corresponds to system 
claim 102 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 181, 
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Claim 181 is a carrier medium claim that corresponds to system 
claim 102 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 103, 

Raanan discloses that the first processing resource is configured to 
transmit the instruction to the second processing resource and where the 
second processing resource is configured to execute the instruction for the 
instruction satisfying a predetermined criterion (Column 5, liens 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 142, 

Claim 142 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 103 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 177, 

Claim 177 is a carrier medium claim that corresponds to system 
claim 103 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 104, 

Raanan discloses the predetermined criterion comprising the 
instruction being included in a predefined set of allowable instructions for 
the second processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 143, 

Claim 143 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 104 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 105, 
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Raanan discloses the predetermined criterion comprising the 
instruction being identified as an allowable instruction for the second 
processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 144, 

Claim 144 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 105 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 108, 

Raanan discloses the instruction comprising a computer program 
procedure name (Column 5, lines 10-29; and Column 6, lines 1-6). 
Regarding Claim 132, 

Claim 132 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
108 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 137, 

Claim 137 is an apparatus claim that is broader than system claim 
108 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 148, 

Claim 148 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 108 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 109, 

Raanan discloses the second processing resource configured to 
provide a reply message to the first processing resource responsive to an 
instruction satisfying the predetermined criterion (Column 4, lines 46-64). 
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Regarding Claim 149, 

Claim 149 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 109 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 111, 

Raanan discloses the instruction being comprised in a message for 
transmission to the second processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 127, 

Claim 127 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
1 1 1 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 151, 

Claim 151 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 1 1 1 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 133, 

Raanan discloses the predetermined criterion comprising the 
instruction or the computer program procedure being included in a 
predefined set of allowable instructions or computer program procedures 
for the second processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 138, 

Claim 138 is an apparatus claim that is broader than apparatus 
claim 133 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 134, 
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Raanan discloses the predetermined criterion comprising the 
instruction or the computer program procedure being identified as an 
allowable instruction or computer program procedure for the second 
processing resource (Column 5, lines 10-29). 
Regarding Claim 139, 

Claim 139 is an apparatus claim that is broader than apparatus 
claim 134 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 158, 

Raanan discloses the first processing resource deriving sensitive 
information from a communication, and including the sensitive information 
in the message (Column 1, lines 54-64; and Column 2, lines 40-42). 
Regarding Claim 183, 

Raanan discloses that the system is configured to operate in a 
command mode for transmitting commands from the second processing 
resource to the first processing resource (Column 4, line 65 to Column 5, 
line 10). This is the case where the protocol database in the first 
processing resource is not static through sessions, and is modified 
dynamically by the second processing resource. 
Regarding Claim 186, 

Claim 186 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 183 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 106, 136, and 145 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raanan in view of Piccioni (U.S. Patent 6,842,774). 
Regarding Claim 106, 

Raanan discloses that all messages from the second processing 
resource will pass through the first processing resource (Column 4, lines 
46-64), but does not disclose the second processing resource being 
configured to transmit an instruction fail message responsive to the 
second processing resource determining the instruction failing to satisfy 
the predetermined criterion. 

Piccioni, however, discloses the second processing resource being 
configured to transmit an instruction fail message responsive to the 
second processing resource determining the instruction failing to satisfy 
the predetermined criterion (Column 6, lines 8-30). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention 
to incorporate the notification system of Piccioni into the protocol filtering 
system of Raanan in order to allow the second processing resource to 
return generalized information to parties that are not allowed full access to 
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the information, thus protecting the secure information from parties which 
do not have the correct access permissions. 
Regarding Claim 136, 

Claim 136 is an apparatus claim that is broader than system claim 
106 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 145, 

Claim 145 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 106 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 



4. Claims 107, 146, and 147 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raanan in view of Tanaka (U.S. Patent 5,539,909). 
Regarding Claim 107, 

Raanan discloses that the second processing resource determines 
which instructions are to be included in the database of allowable 
functionality (Column 4, lines 46-64), but does not disclose that the 
second processing resource determines this by using a database located 
at the second processing resource. 

Tanaka, however, discloses that the second processing resource 
comprises a database of executable instructions defining predetermined 
allowable functionality of the second processing resource (Column 5, lines 
3-18). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of applicant's invention to incorporate the RPC system of Tanaka into 
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the protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to allow the server to 
change pointers, parameters, etc. in the exact calling procedure, while 
allowing the client to use a persistent message to call that same 
procedure, without needing to know the specifics of how the procedure will 
be formatted at the second processing resource. 

Regarding Claim 146, 

Claim 146 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 107 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 147, 

Raanan as modified by Tanaka disclose the method of claim 146, 
in addition, Tanaka discloses the second processing resource comparing 
the instruction with the database of executable instructions for determining 
whether the instruction is an allowable instruction (Column 7, lines 14-32). 



5. Claims 110, 112-119, 126, 128-131, 150, 152-157, and 159 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raanan in view of Willmann (U.S. Patent 
5,521,923). 

Regarding Claim 110, 

Raanan does not disclose the first processing resource comprising 
a storage medium configured to store the instruction in a queue prior to 
transmission to the second processing resource. 
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Willmann, however, discloses the first processing resource 
comprising a storage medium configured to store the instruction in a 
queue prior to transmission to the second processing resource (Column 4, 
lines 26-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of applicant's invention to incorporate the memory storage 
system of Willmann into the protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to 
allow those messages of high priority to be services in a FIFO manner 
first, while the messages of lower priority will be serviced, just less often, 
since they aren't of as great importance as the higher priority messages. 
Regarding Claim 126, 

Claim 126 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
110 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 150, 

Claim 150 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 110 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 112, 

Raanan does not disclose the first processing resource comprising 
a storage medium configured to store the message in a queue prior to 
transmission to the second processing resource. 

Willmann, however discloses the first processing resource 
comprising a storage medium configured to store the message in a queue 
prior to transmission to the second processing resource (Column 4, lines 
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26-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of applicant's invention to incorporate the memory storage system of 
Willmann into the protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to allow 
those messages of high priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, 
while the messages of lower priority will be serviced, just less often, since 
they aren't of as great importance as the higher priority messages. 

Regarding Claim 152, 

Claim 152 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 112 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 113, 

Raanan discloses that the message includes an instruction type 
(Column 5, lines 10-29; and Column 6, lines 1-6), but does not disclose 
that the first processing resource is configured to include in the message 
an action code indicative of the instruction type. 

Willmann, however, discloses that the message includes an 
instruction type and the first processing resource is configured to include 
in the message an action code indicative of the instruction type (Column 3, 
line 65 to Column 4, line 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to incorporate the 
memory storage system of Willmann into the protocol filtering system of 
Raanan in order to allow those messages of high priority to be services in 
a FIFO manner first, while the messages of lower priority will be serviced, 
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just less often, since they aren't of as great importance as the higher 
priority messages. 

Regarding Claim 128, 

Claim 128 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
113 and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 153, 

Claim 153 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 113 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 114, 

Raanan discloses that the message includes an instruction type 
(Column 5, lines 10-29; and Column 6, lines 1-6), but does not disclose 
the first processing resource comprising a storage medium configured to 
store the message prior to transmission to the second processing 
resource, the first processing resource being further configured to include 
in the message an action code indicative of the instruction type, and the 
first processing resource configured to store the message in accordance 
with a priority assigned to the action code. 

Willmann, however, discloses the first processing resource 
comprising a storage medium configured to store the message prior to 
transmission to the second processing resource (Column 4, lines 26-36), 
the first processing resource being further configured to include in the 
message an action code indicative of the instruction type, and the first 
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processing resource configured to store the message in accordance with a 
priority assigned to the action code (Column 3, line 65 to Column 4, line 4; 
and Column 4, line 48 to Column 5, line 9). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the memory storage system of Willmann into the protocol 
filtering system of Raanan in order to allow those messages of high 
priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of lower 
priority will be serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great 
importance as the higher priority messages. 

Regarding Claim 129, 

Claim 129 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
114 and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 154, 

Claim 154 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 1 14 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 115, 

Raanan does not disclose the first processing resource comprising 
a storage medium configured to store the message prior to transmission to 
the second processing resource, the first processing resource configured 
to store messages in accordance with their chronological order 

Willmann, however, discloses the first processing resource 
comprising a storage medium configured to store the message prior to 
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transmission to the second processing resource, the first processing 
resource configured to store messages in accordance with their 
chronological order (Column 4, lines 9-19). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the memory storage system of Willmann into the protocol 
filtering system of Raanan in order to allow those messages of high 
priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of lower 
priority will be serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great 
importance as the higher priority messages. 

Regarding Claim 130, 

Claim 130 is an apparatus claim that corresponds to system claim 
115 and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 155, 

Claim 155 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 115 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding Claim 116, 

Raanan as modified by Willmann disclose the system of Claim 1 14, 
in addition, Willmann discloses the first processing resource being 
configured to select a stored message for transmission to the second 
processing resource in accordance with a priority determined by the action 
code of the message (Column 6, line 66 to Column 7, line 6). 

Regarding Claim 156, 
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Claim 156 is a method claim that corresponds to system claim 1 16 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Regarding Claim 117, 

Raanan discloses the first processing resource configured to 
transmit the instruction or a message including the instruction responsive 
to receiving a communication comprising sensitive information (Column 1, 
lines 54-64; and Column 2, lines 40-42), but does not disclose discarding 
the sensitive information from the first processing resource. 

Willmann, however, discloses discarding the sensitive information 
from the first processing resource (Column 4, lines 37-44). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to incorporate the memory storage system of Willmann into the 
protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to allow those messages of 
high priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of 
lower priority will be serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great 
importance as the higher priority messages. 
Regarding Claim 1 18, 

Raanan as modified by Willmann discloses the system of claim 
117, in addition, Raanan discloses the message representing sensitive 
information derived from the communication (Column 1, lines 54-64; and 
Column 2, lines 40-42). 
Regarding Claim 119, 
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Raanan as modified by Willmann discloses the system of claim 
117, in addition, Willmann discloses that the sensitive information is 
discarded in response to transmission of the message comprising 
sensitive information to the second processing resource (Column 4, lines 
37-44). 

Regarding Claim 131, 

Raanan discloses the first processing resource being configured to 
transmit the instruction or message responsive to receiving the 
communication comprising sensitive information (Column 1 , lines 54-64; 
and Column 2, lines 40-42), but does not disclose removing at least that 
part of the communication comprising sensitive information from the first 
processing resource. 

Willmann, however, discloses removing at least that part of the 
communication comprising sensitive information from the first processing 
resource (Column 4, lines 37-44). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to incorporate 
the memory storage system of Willmann into the protocol filtering system 
of Raanan in order to allow those messages of high priority to be services 
in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of lower priority will be 
serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great importance as the 
higher priority messages. 

Regarding Claim 157, 
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Raanan discloses the first processing resource transmitting the 
instruction or message in response to receiving a communication 
comprising sensitive information (Column 1, lines 54-64; and Column 2, 
lines 40-42), but does not disclose discarding the sensitive information 
from the first processing resource. 

Willmann, however, discloses discarding the sensitive information 
from the first processing resource (Column 4, lines 37-44). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to incorporate the memory storage system of Willmann into the 
protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to allow those messages of 
high priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of 
lower priority will be serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great 
importance as the higher priority messages. 
Regarding Claim 159, 

Raanan does not disclose the first processing resource discarding 
the sensitive information in response to a transmission of the message 
comprising the sensitive information to the second processing resource. 

Willmann, however, discloses the first processing resource 
discarding the sensitive information in response to a transmission of the 
message comprising the sensitive information to the second processing 
resource (Column 4, lines 37-44). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to incorporate 
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the memory storage system of Willmann into the protocol filtering system 
of Raanan in order to allow those messages of high priority to be services 
in a FIFO manner first, while the messages of lower priority will be 
serviced, just less often, since they aren't of as great importance as the 
higher priority messages. 

6. Claims 160, 161, 184, and 185 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raanan in view of Willmann, further in view of RFC791 ("Internet 
Protocol, DARPA Internet Program Protocol Specification", 9/1981, obtained from 
http://rfc.net/rfc791.html). 

Regarding Claim 160, 

Raanan does not disclose the first processing resource discarding 
the sensitive information within a predetermined time period. 

Willmann, however, discloses the first processing resource 
discarding the sensitive information (Column 4, lines 37-44). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the memory storage system of 
Willmann into the protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to allow 
those messages of high priority to be services in a FIFO manner first, 
while the messages of lower priority will be serviced, just less often, since 
they aren't of as great importance as the higher priority messages. 
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RFC791, however, discloses the first processing resource 
discarding the sensitive information within a predetermined time period 
(Page 30, Time to Live section, Paragraph 1). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the timer system of RFC791 into the protocol filtering system 
of Raanan as modified by Willmann in order to allow undeliverable 
packets to be discarded after a preset time limit, thus clearing the queue 
for deliverable packets. 
Regarding Claim 161, 

Raanan as modified by Willmann and RFC791 disclose the method 
of claim 160, in addition, RFC791 discloses that the time period is one of 
the following: 91) less than 2 minutes from receipt of the communication, 
(2) less than 1 minute from receipt of the communication, or (3) the 
shortest time possible from receipt of the communication (Pages 27-28, 
An Example Reassembly Procedure section, Paragraph 4). 
Regarding Claim 184, 

Raanan as modified by Willmann does not disclose the first 
processing resource being configured to discard the sensitive information 
within a predetermined time period. 

RFC791 , however, discloses the first processing resource being 
configured to discard the sensitive information within a predetermined time 
period (Page 30, Time to Live section, Paragraph 1). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention 
to incorporate the timer system of RFC791 into the protocol filtering 
system of Raanan as modified by Willmann in order to allow undeliverable 
packets to be discarded after a preset time limit, thus clearing the queue 
for deliverable packets. 
Regarding Claim 185, 

Raanan as modified by Willmann and RFC791 disclose the system 
of claim 184, in addition, RFC791 discloses that the time period is one of 
the following: (1) less than two minutes from receipt of the communication 
or (2) the shortest possible time from receipt of the communication (Pages 
27-28, An Example Reassembly Procedure section, Paragraph 4). 

7. Claims 178 and 182 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Raanan in view of OSTA (OSTA, "The Benefits of Writable Optical Storage", 
2/25/1999, pp. 1-4, obtained from 

http://web.archive.org/web/20000510215932/www.osta.org/html/benefits.html). 
Regarding Claim 178, 

Raanan does not disclose that the carrier medium comprises at 
least one of the following: a solid-state memory; a magnetic tape memory 
medium; a magnetic disc; and an optical storage medium. 

OSTA, however, discloses that the carrier medium comprises at 
least one of the following: a solid-state memory; a magnetic tape memory 
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medium; a magnetic disc; and an optical storage medium (Pages 1-4). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the optical storage of OSTA into the 
protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to store the machine readable 
instructions on a medium that is very durable, has a long lifetime, and can 
store a lot of data. 
Regarding Claim 182, 

Raanan does not disclose that the carrier medium comprises at 
least one of the following: a solid-state memory; a magnetic tape memory 
medium; a magnetic disc; and an optical storage medium. 

OSTA, however, discloses that the carrier medium comprises at 
least one of the following: a solid-state memory; a magnetic tape memory 
medium; a magnetic disc; and an optical storage medium (Pages 1-4). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the optical storage of OSTA into the 
protocol filtering system of Raanan in order to store the machine readable 
instructions on a medium that is very durable, has a long lifetime, and can 
store a lot of data. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey D. Popham whose telephone number is (571)- 
272-7215. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Emmanuel Moise can be reached on (571)272-3865. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 



EMMANUEL L MOISE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



